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CONFLICTING EVIDENCE: HERMANN KANT AND THE OPENING OF THE STASI FILES
SARA JONES
In Anatomy of a Dictatorship, Mary Fulbrook notes a tendency post-1989 to divide the population of the GDR neatly into 'Mitläufer' and 'Opfer', without consideration for the multitude of possible reactions from individuals and groups to the SED regime.
1 Fulbrook considers the difficulties of analysis of GDR history in such a charged political climate 2 and states that she seeks to understand the ways in which East Germans 'perceived and played a role in the political patterns of a state, which existed for forty years'. 3 The various sources that might help the GDR historian achieve this goal, however, present many problems. The files of the SED and of the 'Ministerium für Staatssicherheit'
(MfS) are drenched in ideological terminology and the researcher must always consider the purpose and addressee of these documents and the pressure to report successes, rather than failure. 4 It is exactly those files that might offer particular insight into individual perceptions of the state, the reports of 'Inoffizielle Mitarbeiter' (IM), which require perhaps the most careful approach. 5 Not only are these files frequently written by the Stasi officer, rather than the IM him-or herself, and thus filtered and restructured, but these files were also produced in a context that is difficult for the outside observer to reconstruct, but which must be considered if the content of the files is to be properly understood.
The potential advantages of autobiography and other forms of life-writing in this process of understanding are clear: in autobiography, the author seeks to explain his or her life as he or she perceives it in his or her own terms. However, the use of life-writing as a historical source is also problematic: life writing is always particularly subjective; the past is written from the viewpoint of the present; the presentation of the past depends on the author's memory, a notoriously unreliable filter and, particularly in the political climate of the 1990s, writers might deliberately lie about what they did or what they remember.
Although both sources, autobiography and archives, may refer to the same event or individual, they were written from different perspectives, with different goals and different addressees. Moreover, autobiographies written after the 'Wende' and the opening of the archives are not produced in isolation from the files; these different perspectives on the individual interact with each other. Barbara Miller argues that victims of the Stasi 'may begin to re-remember the past on the basis of the information which has been recorded in the files' 6 and the reading of the files in the post-Wende context is likely to lead to a specifically postWende interpretation of these texts, as the reader brings a present viewpoint to these historical documents. 7 One possible approach to the analysis of these texts is, therefore, to compare these perspectives, goals and addressees. The aim is not to prove which source is more reliable or valuable, but rather to use the differences and tensions between these various perspectives to tease out the complexity of intellectual life in the GDR and of the position of the GDR intellectual writing his or her autobiography after the Wende.
In this article, I demonstrate this approach through examination of the interaction between the Stasi files and autobiography of the East German writer and cultural functionary, because they believed that they might influence the literary and social development in the GDR for the better. 26 Meyer-Gosau argues that the attempt to instrumentalise the officers of the MfS with a view to effecting some change in SED policy is linked to the concern for the welfare of the socialist state and identification with the Party and notes that this too is a motivation frequently given by the writers of Kant's generation. 27 The documents in Kant inthronisieren', and adds that many IM believed that only the Stasi were capable of and willing to pass on critical opinions to the SED leadership. 31 It is also important to note that Kant is only critical of the very specific area of cultural policy and never calls into question the power of the Party or the organisation of the state.
Scruples and Distancing
Alison Lewis notes that the files of the MfS served a 'dual bureaucratic purpose': not only did they record the actions and attitudes of potentially subversive subjects, they also monitored the attitude of the informers themselves. 32 In this respect, the files are also a useful 45 Kant reminds the reader that he took Seyppel to court and won (Abspann, p. 261). 46 Indeed, Kant is not being dishonest when he maintains that he was not an In reference to this material, Kant states that he was never, as suggested by the files in Corino's text, given an 'Auftrag' by an officer of the MfS. He states that even the keenest 'MfS-Verbandsbeauftragte' had never given him missions to fulfil, but rather that they came to him to ask his opinion on particular writers or situations. 49 However, the issue of whether 
Rejecting the Files
In 190-202). Gabriele Eckart rejects her file as a source of information on her past behaviour, stating that it presents a false view of the length of time over which she was an informer, but embraces the material as evidence that it was not her father who pumped her for information, but rather the writer Paul Wiens and his wife. 60 Barbara Miller argues that many victims of the Stasi have, 'an ambivalent relationship to the files': on the one hand they reject much of the material as inaccurate, yet on the other hand hope that it will help them reconstruct their past. 61 The examples of Kant, Anderson, Maron, de Bruyn and Eckart indicate that this ambivalent relationship between the files and the reconstruction of biography and construction of autobiography is not only seen in the statements of the victims of the Stasi. In the reactions of both IM and those observed by the secret police there is a tension between the acceptance of the material as an aid to the memory and a rejection of it as an invalid second perception of the self. In this respect, the files form, to use the terminology of Alison Lewis, a 'hostile biography', 62 not only when the author is hostile to the subject, as Lewis suggests, but also when the portrayal of the individual in the files does not correspond to his or her memories. The tension between the files and memory can be seen to result in a crisis of memory, a crisis that Kant resolves with a total refusal to accept the validity of the archive and an assertion of the superiority of his memories over the second biography of the files.
Conclusion
The analysis of Kant Wende autobiography and journalism also indicates the difficulty of discussing these issues after the opening of the files. This difficultly lies not only in the charged political climate of the early 1990s, when, as Timothy Garton Ash notes, 'it was a regular occurrence for a prominent East German politician, academic, journalist or priest to be identified through the Stasi files as an IM and to disappear from public life as a result', 63 it is also a result of the terminology of the Stasi, unfamiliar even to those who worked as IM, being appropriated for this discussion. Those affected could not discuss their experiences as they had lived them, but were forced to refer to these second, 'hostile' biographies, and many demonstrate a need to reject this material as irrelevant to their understanding of their past behaviour.
It is also important to consider the implications of the Stasi terminology being used to classify individual behaviour. Kant informed for the Stasi for more than twenty years, but was frequently the subject of critical IM reports. In the period when Kant does work as an informer, he can be seen to be critical of cultural policy in meetings with the MfS. Kant's behaviour, as revealed by the files, is, in turn, very different to that of de Bruyn, Maron and
Eckart, yet all of these individuals were considered IM by the MfS. As Walther argues, although the state and the MfS fixed the framework in which individuals informed, the individual portraits of the IM reveal multiple variations. 64 The boundaries between complicity and criticism were fluid and the Stasi files might simultaneously reveal that an individual was considered loyal to the state and a dangerous critic of it, that they were willing to inform, but not on close friends, that they were happy to converse with the Stasi, but would not give any personalised information. This demonstrates the complexity of intellectual involvement with the Stasi and indicates that, as Frank Hörnigk argues, the categories of 'im Staatsdienst' and 'in prinzipieller Opposition' are inappropriate when discussing writers in the GDR. 
